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PART 1
POLITICAL HISTORY






THE
ENGLISH PATENTS OF MONOPOLY

PART I.—POLITICAL HISTORY

CHAPTER I
TO THE CASE OF MONOPOLIES

NuuErous isolated attempts to grant patents of monopoly as a
form of industrial encouragement were made on the continent be-
fore any similar action was taken in England.! In 1467 a monopoly
was granted for the manufacture and sale of paper in Berne and
its jurisdictions.? Two years later Johann von Speyer received
an exclusive privilege of practising the trade of printing in Venice
for five years.® It is from Venice that our first instance of glass-
patents, as well as of printing rights, comes. In 1507, the Council
of Ten granted an exclusive privilege for twenty years for the intro-
duction of a secret process of mirror-making. It was also by
patent that this industry was established in France in 1551, when
a ten-year monopoly was granted for the manufacture of mirror-

! In the absence of any careful investigation of the subject, for countries other
than England, use must be made of occasional and perhaps not always trustworthy
allusions in various secondary works.

* Kohler, Handbuck des deutschen Patentrechts, Mannheim, 1900, p. 21, quoting
Zeitschrift fiir schweizerisches Recht, N. F. xv, pp. 6 ff.

8 Klostermann, Das Patenigesets fiir das deutsche Reick, Berlin, 1877, pp. 15, 16,
quoting Waechter, Das Verlagsrecht, Stuttgart, 1857, Th. i, p. 8: “ Ut per annos
quinque proxime futuros nemo omnino sit qui velit, possit, valeat, audeatve exercere
dictam artem imprimendorum librorum in hac inclyta civitate Venetiarum et dis-
trictu suo nisi ipse Mag. Johannes.”

4 Nesbit, Gl/ass, London, 1878, p. go. Nesbit gives no authority for this state-
ment, but his book shows familiarity with original Italian documents. It has been
suggested that the German glass-house, mentioned in 1507 by these Muranese, may
have been the forerunner of one specially exempted in 1599 from a Flemish grant
for Venice glass. Houdoy, Verreries & la fagon de Venise : La fabrication flamande
d'apres des documents inédits. Paris, 1873
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real national power than did the Tudors. Not only did the economic
organization in France foster local exclusiveness, but the efforts
of the central power were calculated to strengthen rather than to
supersede gild regulation in its expanded form of national monopoly.
Then, too, the financial resources of the French monarchy tempted
the state into a more active intervention in industry than was pos-
sible to the poorer English government, so that monopolies were
less likely to be granted to private individuals. A generous use of
public money proved hardly more advantageous in French industry
than in French colonial enterprise.! Apparently the earliest system-
atic use of patents in France dates from the closing years of the
sixteenth century, and this may well have been in imitation of the
English patent system, already well developed.?

While continental governments were making sporadic attempts
to establish new industries by means of industrial privilege, England
was moving in the same direction through a more or less inde-
pendent course of development. Before the middle of the sixteenth
century the industrial patents granted in England were in effect
but promises of protection to foreign workmen introducing new
arts, especially those connected with the clothing trades. The
best known of these were issued in the reign of Edward II1.® In the
following century other cases apparently indicate the contin-
uance of the policy.* The practice of the early Tudor monarchs, in
encouraging the introduction of new arts, was to attract skilled
artisans into their own service. In this way German armorers, Ital-
ian shipwrights and glass-makers, and French iron-founders were
induced to establish new industries in England with the hope of
royal patronage.®

Down to this time the industrial privileges conferred by the

! Compare Fagniez, Economie sociale de France, chap. ii, with Parkman, O/d
Régime in Canada, ch. xx.

? Fagniez, pp. 119 and 154 ff.; Renouard, pp. 8o ff.; Levasseur, Hist. class. ouvr.
2d ed. 1901, vol. ii, pp. 172 ff.

8 Cal Pat. Rolls, May 1, 1327, Hist, MSS. Com. xiv, pt. viii, p. 7; Pat. 1331, §
Edw. III, pt. 1, m. 25, reprinted in Rymer (patent to John Kempe); Pat. 1336, 10
Edw. III; Pat. 1368, 42 Edw. III, pt. 1.

4 Pat. 1440, 18 Hen. V], pt. 18, m. 27 (patentto John Schiedame and company);
Rymer, xi, 317.

$ Hulme, article in L. Q. R. April, 1896; Page, Denssations, p. xlii.
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mechanical inventions received patents, which caused little trouble.
The ten years from 1591 witnessed the renewal of patents for
starch, salt, train-oil, paper, glass, and playing-cards, and a new
patent for vinegar, in addition to a few unimportant privileges
for genuine inventions.! In each of the cases named established
industries were attacked. Meanwhile, the system of licenses was
being given an unprecedented extension. Those which attracted
most attention were for the sealing of leather, the alnage of the new
draperies, the survey of cordage, digging for saltpeter, the super-
vision of taverns and of gaming-houses; patents for remission of
penalties under the acts for sowing of flax and hemp, for the tanning
of leather, and against the use of gig-mills; and finally a miscel-
laneous group of licenses for the exportation of commodities con-
trary to statute.?

The export licenses occupy a position somewhat anomalous.
They were admitted to be monopolies and were decried as such, —
fairly so, perhaps, for they constituted exclusive privileges, — but
their purpose and results were in opposition to trade restrictions.
They were granted for the most part in contravention or suspension
of statutes prohibiting certain exports. Hence they may very well
have constituted a political grievance. It is needless to say that
in current opinion they also formed a grave economic grievance.
The prohibitory acts of Parliament were frankly class-legislation,
and very serious results would have followed the rigid enforcement
of some of the most extreme of them. This was the case particularly
with a great deal of legislation, experimental in character, which
was passed at one session at the demand of one interest, only to be
modified or repealed at the next or a later session, at the complaint
of another interest. Sweeping restrictions were made in certain
trades, the rigid enforcement of which either experience or urgent
representations demonstrated would be injurious. In such cases the
crown simply exercised the wide discretionary power which it
claimed, and authorized certain exceptions to the law which would
give partial or complete relief. The special licenses for the export of
grain, for instance, were in addition to the licenses automatically

! See list of patents, 1570~1600, by Mr. Hulme in L. Q. R. January, 1900.
3 See Appendices B, C, and J.
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permitted their use for half the process only. Later, the crown
interfered by issuing a patent for the benefit of forfeiture under the
act.! Ostensibly this was a measure of enforcement, but a con-
sideration of the customary manner in which such deputations
were enforced would lead to the presumption that the patentees
accepted compositions or anticipatory fines which practically
authorized the evasion of the law. In 1630, Charles attempted to
reform “abuses” in the Shrewsbury district.? The appointment of
a commissioner ® in this district was a part of the general principle
of “thorough” which characterized the king’s whole economic
policy. The attempt of the commissioner to interfere with the use
of gig-mills was then regarded as an innovation which shows that
the act had not been regularly enforced, and this is further con-
firmed by the serious inconveniences which followed directly upon
the new policy. Another unfortunate statute was designed to
reform the abuses in the tanning of leather. All that subsequently
appears points uniformly to the fact that the act was in every way
injurious to the trade. Regulations for tanning were minutely pre-
scribed by a body of men no one of whom seems to have possessed
the slightest knowledge of the tanner’s art. Very likely the condi-
tions required could not have been successfully obeyed by a single
tanner. However this may be, it is certain that no attempt could
have been more misguided than that of prescribing a uniform
practice, irrespective of leather, bark, and water, all of which varied
in their chemical qualities in different parts of the country.® Differ-
ent methods of preparation, moreover, were needed in accordance
with the purposes for which the leather was intended. Hence of
fifteen clauses in the statute only six, it was said,® could possibly
be observed. If the law had been rigidly enforced, its repeal at an
early session would almost surely have resulted. But the theory
upon which the crown then acted prevented it from shifting the
responsibility upon Parliament and required that the burden should
remain with the executive. Discretionary powers were exercised

! Pat. 36 Eliz. pt. 11 (April 17, 1504), to Roger Bineon and William Bennett.

3 S. P. D. October 29, 1630.

3 Procl. April 16, 1633, S. P. D. ccxv, §6.

4 8. P. D. August 1, 1633.

§ Fleetwood to Burghley, Lansd. 20, no. 4.
¢ Lansd. s, no. 8.
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personal servants, petty officers and clerks.! It is evident that the
grants to the servants of the queen’s household, and to clerks, were
conferred in lieu of salaries. Salaries might have been more accept-
able and surely would have been better for the nation, but there
was no civil list and Elizabeth had other uses for her crown revenues
and for the grants which she chose to ask from Parliament. What
was explained concerning Wilkes’s patent for salt is typical: “The
said grant was given unto him by her Majesty in some reward of
his service, and is a principal part of his maintenance.” ? In the
hands of the corrupt courtiers ® the system of monopolies, designed
originally to foster new arts, became degraded into a system of
plunder. Projects of all sorts found advocates and, for a considerable
time at least, there was no adequate machinery for investigation
into the expediency of suits. The great majority of courtiers holding
these privileges acted in the boldest spirit of exploitation. Having
no acquaintance with the arts over which they were set, the only
mission that they recognized was that of helping themselves in a
mercenary and extortionate manner.

Notwithstanding the mutiplicity of patents and the abuses con-
nected with many of them, they long escaped serious opposition.
This is to be attributed to the cautious manner in which the policy
was pursued throughout the reign, and to the traditional deference
to the queen’s will. The royal caution was displayed in the anxiety
to avoid any open defiance of the common law. Although there
seems to have been some attempts to forbid law suits,* this cannot

1 The starch monopoly, already noted, is an instance of an established industry
deliberately handed over to courtiers. Other examples are the patents for playing-
cards to the * pensioners ” Bowes and Bedingfield, Pat. 18 Eliz. pt. 1 (July 28, 1576);
that for vinegar to Richard Drake, “groom of the privy chamber,” Pat. 36 Eliz. pt.
11 (March 23, 1584); and that to Thomas Wilkes forsalt. See below, chapter on the
Salt Mdnopolies. Of royal favorites, Sir Walter Raleigh was perhaps the most
liberally supplied. See Naunton, Fragmenta Regalia, 1641, pp. 31, 32: “ Though he
gained much at court, yet he took it not out of the Exchequer or merely out of the
queen’s purse, but by his wit and the help of the prerogative, for the queen was

never profuse in the delivery out of her treasure but paid many and most of her
servants part in money and the rest in grace which, as the case stood, was taken for
good payment.”

3 C. R June 5, 1590.

8 Consult Hall, Society in the Elisadethan Age, for a picture of the corruption of
the time.

¢ Such at least is the inference from the clauses in the patents for reference
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safely be construed as a deliberate policy. Viewed in the most
unfuvorablo light, it can be regarded only as a vague and uncon-
scloun encronchment upon the liberties of the subjects, in an en-
tirely novel policy with respect to which legal precedents were
meagro and of altogether doubtful application. What is apparently
the best explanation of the arbitrary protection of patentees is
more fuvorable, There is good ground for accepting the claim that
the protection against the law was a measure of temporary expedi-
ency, although this excusc was probably unduly pressed. To the
end of her reign, Elizabeth continued to display at least occasional
anxiety that her patents should exist only in conformity with the
law, ax well as & general disposition to administer the patents with
un littlo injury as consistently might be.! Originally, decisions as
to grants and their provisions rested immediately with the queen
atd her trusted minister Burghley; but the multiplicity of suits for
munopalies, and the growing appreciation of the disorders that
miht reeult fram injudicious grants, led in time to a greater care
in condidering them, and the ariginal practice was modified by
referring petitiong to the law afficers of the crown for a preliminary
examination as to their legality.? The result was that many appli-
catig weee never allowed to be presented for the consideration of
the queetn A\ significant letter to Robert Cecil complains, “And
w1t pleaseth You to say that monopolies are hardly obtained.”
I the atter part of the reign, ministerial respoasibility also began
te meve ar A vhack. A disappolnted inventor wrote in 15960 “I
hear by teport theee i & worthy gentheman . . . that bath now
e Revpnge W the great seal* and these suits cannot pass buat by
W ANpue W e TRy Comncils from e quees promise i 133 0 sehmik the
Ve i B Qo e il (D pe 3472 amd from B poociamanion of ¥cx
VAR T 0 il e sedneend any e w2 tert e legaiity of the momapolies
WARBRL et Wk ot prervgaRive
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as in the few other instances of this sort,* she yielded with dignity.
It was not until a generous subsidy had been granted that a bill was
offered * which was described as “an exposition of the common
law touching those kinds of patents commonly called monopolies.”
In the course of the debate which followed it was shown that the
deputies of the patentees were especially obnoxious by reason of
their high-handed and irresponsible conduct.® Francis Bacon was
one of those who opposed the agitation, and he attempted to
defend the monopolies as being both reasonable and legal. He
insisted that in considering the bill for defining the rights of the
crown with respect to patents, the Commons were encroaching upon
the prerogative. Other speakers followed, showing the distress
that was caused by the patents for salt and other commodities, and
the annoyance of less important monopolies. Laurence Hide, the
author of the bill, in reply to Bacon defended the proposed measure,
citing a precedent from the time of Edward III. Respecting the
queen’s prerogative Hide said, “As I think it no derogation to the
omni‘ency of God to say He can do ill, so I think it no derogation
to the person or majesty of the queen to say so.” At the close of
Hide's speech the debate turned largely upon the question whether
the House should proceed by petition or by bill. The conservative
members who advocated the former course were overborne by
those who showed the futility of further petition, for it was pointed
out that in 1597 petition had only resulted in a promise which had
not been performed. Sir Walter Raleigh, who held several mono-
polies, in the course of the debate defended himself and his monopo-
lies, but offered to assent to their cancellation if it were desired by the
House. Bacon again argued against the bill, pointing out its incon-
sistency in making an exception in favor of corporations.* Fleming,
the solicitor-general, attempted an explanation of the neglect of the
crown to make the reforms promised in 1597, but in answer to his
plea, a list ® of patents which had been granted in the interval since

1 For two other instances, see Prothero, Statutes and Constitutional Documents,
1558-1625, pp. xcv and 118-120.

2 November 18, 1601.

* Townshend, pp. 224, 230.

¢ See Appendix H.

¥ See Appendix E. This list, though inaccurate, was not challenged, and has
since been frequently quoted by those who have discussed the monopolies.












CHAPTER 11

FROM THE CASE OF MONOPOLIES TO THE STATUTE OF MONOPOLIES,
1603-1624

DuRrING the first few years of his reign, James I was little troubled
by parliamentary opposition to patents of monopoly. Shortly after
his accession, he published a proclamation! condemning the
monopolies and ordering their suspension until the Privy Council
could consider them. In March, 1604, James opened his first
Parliament and ended his speech ? with a protestation or an apology
for his conduct in the matter of gifts, honors, and rewards. In
form it was an excuse for his lack of liberality, but his plea of pru-
dence and economy must have appealed strongly to the Commons,
as it was an indication of an intention to govern without lavish
bounty to favorites. With pledges of this sort, the House of Com-
mons was content and turned to subjects of greater urgency, such
as privileges of its own members, and the foreign trading com-
panies. Internal monopolies were neglected, owing to the confidence
that the difficulties with respect to them would soon be adjusted.®

Sincere efforts were at first made to reform the abuses. An in-
tricate mechanism of investigation was devised, which, if it had been
properly used, might have prevented most of the grants which were
inexpedient or legally doubtful. An important constituent of the
investigating machinery was the permanent body known as the
Commissioners for Suits, which was instituted soon after the king’s
accession.* Of the commissioners, Sir Francis Bacon and Sir

! May 7, 1603. See Appendix L.

3 Parl. Hist. i, pp. 977 ff.

8 Parl. Hist. i, pp. 996 ff.; C. J.i, pp. 218 ff.

¢ “An open placard concerning the causes of suitors to his Majesty and their
Lordships wherein it is ordered that Tuesdays in the afternoon shall be appointed
for that purpose and that six of the Lords at the least shall meet to consider and
give answer to suitors that shall prefer petitions themselves [as well] as those that

shall be referred unto them from his Majesty; provided that they shall entertain
no suit whereby any cause depending in a court of justice may be interrupted,
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ingenuity in introducing improvements, was given a share in
a fresh concession, which was substituted for the original patent
enjoyed by the old patentees. At the same time, on the advice of
Lord Chief Justice Coke, a third patent was revoked as “void at
law,” but a recompense for expenses was allowed out of the profits
of the renewed patent.! In several instances, after a patent cover-
ing a whole industry had been granted on the ground of a recent
improvement, it was found necessary to suspend for a time the
exclusive rights, owing to the inability of the patentees to satisfy
the market demands.? The Council was not, indeed, successful in
binding itself. On one occasion, to cite a by no means isolated
instance, it resolved that “hereafter no petition be entertained
by this Board to the discouragement of the present patent.” Yet
only a few years later the Council revoked a second and created a
third monopoly in the same article.® Its opportunist policy is further
illustrated by the ready way in which patents were annulled “for
reasons of state.” The inconveniences that had arisen between
1590 and 1600 by reason of some of the patents had led to the gen-
eral introduction in subsequent patents of a clause providing for
revocation if they were found ““inconvenient to the commonwealth.” ¢

! C. R. February 27, 1613,

? The Council authorized a commission to inquire into and adjust the price of
glass sold to the London glaziers who complained of excessive scarcity. C.R.
April 23, 1617. Isaac Bungar was licensed to continue temporarily his glass-mak-
ing, accounting to Sir Robert Mansell, the new patentee, who was unable to provide
the entire market. C. R. July 6, 1617.

8 « Elliots and Meysey, patentees, received their grant after divers thorough proofs
and have since expended much, — their patent is now infringed by others, and Palmer,
a Dutchman, also seeks a patent for steel very prejudicial to the patentees and the
realm.” . . . “Resolved that hereafter, no petition be entertained by this Board
to the discouragement of the present patent.” C. R. November 29, 1617. Later,
Elliots and Meysey complained of an infringement “ contrary to an order at the time
Palmer’s patent, fraudulently obtained, was cancelled.” . . . “ Ordered that notice
be taken of the information and the attempts suppressed.” C. R. May 12, 1618
. « . But “upon complaint of the deputies of the United Provinces against the vio-
lation of free trade according to treaties, in the patent to Sir Basil Brooke, Kt.,” an
investigation was ordered and the attorney-general was instructed to institute quo
warranto proceedings. C.R. July 2, 1619. Finally, the Privy Council voted to
further a petition for still another privilege for steel sought by Dr. Robert Flood.
C. R. September 27, 1620.

¢ E. g., see instructions to the attorney-general to insert clause for revocation by
any six of the Council, in the patent for smalt. B. M. Add. 11402, June 11, 1605,
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here. They ordered an investigation into the conduct of the referees
of the obnoxious patents, and it was only after both James and
Buckingham had solemnly disavowed the excesses of the nominal
patentees and promised redress that the proceedings against the
referees were allowed to drop. It is, however, well recognized that
the impeachment of Bacon was very largely inspired by the ill-feel-
ing toward the man who was most responsible for the objectionable
patents, because of his advice as attorney-general, his favorable
opinions as referee, and his sanction as lord keeper and lord chan-
cellor.

In the second session, at the close of the year 1621, the House
of Lords threw out a bill against monopolies,* but this appeared
to be from no unfriendliness to the purpose of the measure; the
objections were merely based upon its form, which was thought to
be unflattering to the king.? Hope was therefore felt that a bill
would soon be passed through both houses. As far as it is possible
to judge from the meagre reports * of proceedings in the last Parlia-
ment of this reign, the Statute of Monopolies was passed in both
houses without much difficulty except as to its form. The results
of the final conference of the joint committee of the two houses
were adopted by the Lords on the twenty-second of May, 1624,
and by the Commons three days later.*

Just as the promises and plans of reform in the matter of grants
were the last parliamentary achievements under Elizabeth, so the
Statute of Monopolies was the final legislative achievement of the
reign of her successor. This was not only the last, it was the most
important law passed under King James.® Its significance was not
so much due to radical innovation as to the emphatic parliamentary
sanction which it gave to principles already accepted at common

1 L. J. December 1, 1621.

2 L. J. December 3, 1621.

8 L. J.iii, pp. 261-412; C. J. i, pp. 670-794. Consult indices, art. “ Monopolies.”

¢ L. J. iii, pp. 400b; C. J. §, pp. 794.

§ « The legislation of James I did little more than follow out the lines laid down
by his predecessor. His Parliaments spent much more time in the defense of their
privileges and in discussions which led to no immediate legislative results. It does
not follow from this that their work, regarded from the constitutional point of view,
is less deserving of attention. In the time of James I it was more essential to

assert constitutional principles and to maintain parliamentary rights than to pass
new laws or to create new institutions,” Prothero, pp. Ixii- Ixiii.



34 ENGLISH PATENTS OF MONOPOLY

law. The preamble recited that the king’s Book of Bounty had
stated “the ancient and fundamental law” against monopolies.
The statute then declared that all monopolies, commissions, grants,
licenses, charters, and patents for the sole buying, making, working,
or using of any commodities within the realm were contrary to law.
It was furthermore insisted that the validity of all grants should be
determined according to the common law practice, and the penalties
of praemunire were invoked against all who should attempt, by
procuring any order or warrant, to stay the execution of the judg-
ment of a law court.! The important exceptions, however, which
were authorized by the act, opened a new chapter in the history of
the monopolies.

1 The text of the statute is given in full in Appendix A.



CHAPTER III

FROM THE STATUTE OF MONOPOLIES TO THE LONG PARLIAMENT,
1624-1640

THE Act of Monopolies excepted several classes of grants from
its condemnation. It sanctioned monopolies of new inventions for
fourteen years, and of these a very considerable number were granted
by Charles I, patents for new processes being particularly numer-
ous.! With these privileges the crown did not particularly concern
itself after passing them. Their political importance lay in the fact
that it was possible by virtue of this exception to continue the
practice of reducing settled industries to monopolics under cover
of technical improvements. Existing monopolies also, some of
which were specifically named, were not to be prejudiced by the
statute if they had been granted for new inventions for not more
than twenty-one years. This reservation the Privy Council inter-
preted as a direct sanction for the particular monopolics named, and,
on this pretext, quashed legal proceedings to test the legality of
these grants,? although the statute had explicitly directed that they
should stand in the same position as before the statute, “and not
otherwise.” It is true that suits at law in such cascs had been for-
bidden before the enactment, but there was certainly no authority
for emphatically claiming the warrant of the statute.

The act of 1624 was, however, weakest in its failure to grasp
the significance of the trend of monopoly toward corporate form,
From the accession of Elizabeth to the Civil War therc was a process
of gradual extension of monopoly privileges from a single individual
to a group formed into a partnership or into a company. The
usual form toward which the monopolies moved in their organiza-
tion was that of a rudimentary joint-stock company. While the
one-man monopoly was thus expanding in its organization, the com-

! Consult Specifications-calendar for the years 1625-1640.
3 See below, page 77.
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PART II.—INDUSTRIAL HISTORY

CHAPTER 1V
THE MINERAL COMPANIES

THE preceding pages of political history have had reference to the
monopolies as a system; they have dealt with the origin, develop-
ment, and perversion of the policy, and with the struggle to over-
throw the system. In other words, the patents have been treated
as a whole, and the arrangement of chapters has followed a simple
chronological order designed to study the fortunes of the privileges
in general, at successive periods. The object of the following pages
is to trace the results of the monopoly policy in the development of
industries, and here a different order of presentation is desirable.
These results can better be ascertained by the topical study of a few
of the more important industries than by scattering attention over
the entire field. The selection of monopolies for this discussion has
been guided by two considerations: first, to choose only those
which were established with the avowed purpose of stimulating
particular industries; and second, to take only those with respect
to which it is possible to construct a fairly continuous narrative.
The eight industries here considered have been chosen therefore
entirely without reference to the conclusions to which their history
might lead; but these chapters have been made as circumstantial
as possible, in order to furnish a substantial basis for a judgment
as to the economic influence of the monopolies.

The Mines Royal.

The “royal” mines constituted one of the earliest of the Eliza-
bethan monopolies. Negotiations were commenced as early as
1561 with Steynberg, a German, and Thurland, master of the
Savoy, for the purpose of opening up certain mines in England.?

1 8. P. D. July 16, 1561.
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Indentures were drafted but not passed until a royal commission
had been appointed * to inquire into the mineral resources of the
kingdom. Presumably after a favorable report, a patent was
granted ? on the tenth of October, 1564, to Houghstetter * and
Thurland. The patent reserved for the first six years a tenth of
the precious metals as royalty. It conferred the sole license to dig
for gold, silver, copper, and quicksilver in the northern and western
counties of England and in Wales, with power to purchase land and
to take up workmen at reasonable wages, and the sole use of any
instruments or tools not used in England within the last twenty
years. Shortly after this the patentees were freed from all obliga-
tions for the payment of subsidies and fifteenths.* Numerous other
privileges were given them, such as the use of the queen’s timber
for building and for fuel,® a commission to apprehend disorderly
persons in their employ,® the privilege of licensing a tavern at their
works,” and to erect houses for lodgings on the moors.* Meanwhile
Thurland had spent so much in his search for metals that he was
arrested for debt and had to appeal to the crown for relief.® He
asked for an incorporation and permission to give shares to Pem-
broke, Leicester, Cecil, and Duckett.” Work had already begun
on a copper mine in Cumberland, and, to facilitate the work, the
queen allowed Steynberg to borrow five hundred crowns from
the Fuggers, upon the security of her agent, Sir Thomas Gresham,
to be used in introducing twenty German miners into England.?
Thurland, though deeply in debt, continued to write of the progress
of the enterprise !* until the coveted charter was obtained.* From
the time of the incorporation there is little suggestive evidence

1 Lansd. s, no. 47, July 8, 1563.

3 Pat. 6 Eliz. pt. 3; S. P. D. September, 10, 1564 ; Pettus, Fodinae Regales, p. 49.

% A German introduced into the enterprise. For further particulars concerning the
Houghstetter family, consult Ehrenberg, Das Zestalter der Fugger, Jena, 1896, i, pp.
212 fl,, 234, 252,ii, 46 ., and Hamburg und England, Jena, 1896, p. 4, 1. 6; see also
below, pages 53, 61.

4 S. P. D. April, 1565. § S. P. D. July, 1565.
: g P.sDél;]:Jy 27, 1565 : gat. 8DEliJz‘;lpt. 3 s
at. iz. pt. §. . P. D. July 30, 1565.
10 S, P. D. xxxvi, 9§. 11 S. P. D. September 2, 1565.

13 S, P. D. E. Add. xiii, 32; S. P. D, September 1566 (xl, 73, 74).
18 S. P. D. October 7, November 11, 1566, March 7, September 29, 1567.
¢ Pat. 10 Eliz. pt. 9 (May 28, 1568).
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out were for inventions of minor or doubtful value. The important
mechanical inventors were not without government aid, but they
took it in a more comprehensive form than a mere grant for
an appliance. Their work, therefore, did not depend upon the
encouragement of the patents for invention. Mechanical skill was
directed largely toward mining, water supply, and drainage, and in
all three of these directions the incentive was the concession of
substantial privileges of exploitation, rather than the mere pro-
tection of technical processes.
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have been an encouragement, though it would have been no help
to them, their methods being secret, unless others had been unjustly
excluded from the market. But, as a matter of fact, they were not
in need of capital. They had migrated for religious, not for pecu-
niary reasons; and until they were dispossessed in 1614, they had
depended upon no one for their capital. Mansell apparently did
contribute considerable capital after that date. But it should be
remembered that a large proportion of this was water, for at least
three patents were bought up which would have possessed no value
if markets had been open to all. And Mansell had bought out his own
partners upon the basis of the speculative value of the monopoly.
Finally, much of his wasted expenditure was due to his business
methods and to his lack of acquaintance with the industry which
he controlled.


















THE ROYAL ALUM WORKS 87

midsummer next £1oco per annum, and for the residue of the
time remaining in the patent £4000 per annum. ... Over and
above this rent they will covenant to discharge his Majesty from the
annuities in present payable to the first undertakers, £6o0o; and in
future, annuities to the patentees, £7000 . . . which they humbly
desire may be accepted, being the utmost values which the work
may afford. Neither can these payments be raised without great
hazard, by further disbursements than already is issued, amounting
to above £40,000.” ! A rival offer? was made a few days later, and
here the proposals which the farmers had just made were tabulated:

15t 4 years £11,000  £44,000
Rent to the king £1,000
Debts (not mentioned by the farmers) £4,000
Annuities to the undertakers 6,000
Next 3 years 18,000 54,000
Rent 1,000
Debts 4,000
Annuities 6,000
Patentees 7,000
Remaining 18 years 21,000 378,000
Rent 4,000
Debts 4,000
Annuities 6,000
Patentees 7,000
476,000

The rival bidder, probably Sir Walter Cope, offered to buy all these
interests with £180,000, to be provided by the king (£18,000 a
year for ten years), thus yielding a “clear gain” to the crown of
£296,000. This proposal shows at what a low rate the creditors
were presumed to value their assets due from the Alum Company.
The Lords Commissioners, successors to Lord Treasurer Salisbury,
were reluctant to take the works into the king’s hands, but were
seriously embarrassed, since the failure of the enterprise after so
much had been done would affect the honor of the king; more-
over, in default of the farmers, the king would be indebted to the
annuitors.® On the 2oth of July, Bourchier and Turner each de-
livered a statement of the financial situation. Bourchier represented
that the plant could produce 700 tons per annum, which at £23
would yield £16,100. The cost of making would be £700 and the

! Lansd. 152, fol. 107. ? Lansd. 152, fol. 85. % Lansd. 152, fol. 49.
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The normal output at maximum efficiency was found to be 166

tons per annum each, or 1000 tons @ 244 = £24,000
Extraordinary charges since May, 1609:

Finishing a house £2,000

Repairing 300

New pits and cisterns 100

Experiments §00

By reason of wet seasons 1,500

“and many other casualties” [ 1 4400

They found defective and rapidly decaying furnaces; coal and
wood not laid in; in some houses 500 workmen and colliers unpaid
for three or four months and more, threatening to desert the work
upon which eight hundred families depended. They stated that
¢ L6000 would not set the works aright.”

The outcome of Johnson’s investigation was that he with Ingram
and Sir Walter Cope resolved to take the control of the works into
their own hands. To this end they made a proposal on the 24th of
September, which was accepted with little modification by the
Treasury Commissioners on the 26th of February, 1613.! The plan
adopted was not substantially different from that proposed on the
12th of July, 1612, by Cope, but which at that time Ingram stated
both he and Sir Julius Cesar opposed,? as they saw the peril of
taking the work out of the hands of the farmers and restoring it to
the king. But within a few months Ingram joined in the petition,
and Ingram, Johnson, and Cope were successful. The new scheme,
as a matter of fact, provided ® that they should turn over the works,
free of incumbrance, to the king at the end of four years. They did
not do so, but continued to operate the works, taking the place of
the farmers, whom they promised to recompense for their outlay,
along with the merchants and promoters. The new adjustment did
not mend matters. The farmers (i. e., the Alum Company) com-
plained that the new contractors were not meeting the obligations
which they had agreed to assume; ¢ and the creditors, one hundred
and eighty persons, to whom the alum company owed upwards of
£44,000, besieged the ministers for permission to sue for recovery
of the debts; and the annuitors petitioned for an order for the

! Lansd. 152, fol. 91; Titus B, v, fols. 337b, 338, 342.
3 Lansd. 152, fol. 49. 3 Lansd. 152, fol. 95.
¢ 8. P. D. June, 1613, Ixxiv, 19, 20, 21.
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a project which succeeded in interesting more powerful courtiers
than his own patrons. The plan originated with Sir John Bourchier,
who was freed from liability for arrears of debt due to the crown
since 1611 in the alum business, “it being found on examination
that he ought in equity to be freed therefrom.” * This indulgence
made him ambitious for a new speculation. In the next year he was
ready with a proposition which the king committed to investigation,
‘““the works being supposed capable of yielding profit to his Maj-
esty.” 2 His plan was to become the king’s farmer for alum and
for soap.® The soap monopoly, destined to become very important
in the following reign, was just beginning to be considered at this
time; and its possibilities were shrewdly foreseen by Bourchier,
who apparently thought it a wise policy to combine with this un-
happy undertaking one with prospects of good success. The king
had tried in vain-to withdraw from his alum business, but it always
came back to his hands. If the king could not be rid of it, why
not redeem it, or conceal its miserable plight by consolidating it
with a young and healthy project? In December, Bourchier sub-
mitted a statement * of the benefit'the king would receive by work-
ing the alum and soap business on his own account, and asked
that the alum works should be transferred to him from Ingram,
and that the soap scheme should be further considered. He offered ®
to assume responsibility for an annuity of £2000 which had been
promised to Secretary Conway out of the alum profits. Bourchier
seems to have felt the importance of Conway’s influence, for shortly
afterward he wrote to Conway that he had intended to offer £10,000
to the king for the farm of the two monopolies, but now proposed to
pay the king £60co per annum, and to increase Conway’s interest.
He claimed that the king would gain £20,000 by a tax of £2 per
ton on soap, and might keep a diamond (Sir Paul Pindar’s) worth
£35,000.° Fully £80,000 would be necessary, but the king’s help

1 S. P. D. June 18, 1622. 3 S. P. D. July 12, 1623.

3 S. P. D. August 13, 1623. ¢ S. P. D. December, 1623, clv, 25

§ S. P. D. December, 1623, clv, 40.

¢ When Buckingham went abroad with Prince Charles, he took Sir Paul Pindar’s
great diamonds, promising to “talk with him about paying for them.” (S. P. D.
February 27, 1623.) James coveted the largest diamond, valued at £35,000. Later,
Charles “ purchased ” it for £18,000 to be paid out of the profits of the alum works,
S. P. D. July 20, 1625.
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lost, but claimed £13,000 as partial compensation for surrendering
his lease of the works which he had “brought to so good a condi-
tion.” He even offered “to repair the houses . . . and to supply
such stock as is required by the lease.” But his promises were
unavailing. He “was fetched up by a pursuivant from Yorkshire,
where he was all in his glory, to answer an account about the alum
mines, where he is found £5000 short.” * The evidence taken by
the Commission ? was so damaging that Ingram had to retire from
the enterprise. But his influence with the king caused delay ® of
punishment, which he appears finally to have escaped altogether,*
and he drove a very good bargain upon his withdrawal.® A year later
he was reported as owing £1550 to the crown on account of the
alum business.®

During Ingram’s management of the works, from the close of
the investigation of 1619 to the more effective one of 1624, the total
output of alum was only 1565 tons, or an average of 313 per year,
while no less than 2000 per year was regarded as necessary in order
to clear expenses.” The aggregate receipts during this period
amounted to less than £27,500, and out of this gross yield there
was disbursed the sum of £22,150. Contracts absorbed £16,716.
Ingram let one contract to himself for £8180. £2610 were paid
for interest and brokerage. Wages and ‘“entertainment” took
£776, of which manual labor required only £83. A proclamation
secured in 1619 cost £80, and the preachers were paid £160. Of
the difference between the receipts and expenditure, £5350, only
£3900 ultimately reached the Exchequer, and that not until 1633.
The remainder consisted principally of bad debts, which were
assigned to the accountants in lieu of an agreement to pay them
£L1ooo for their services.® But the account rolls do not tell the
whole story. The king made large disbursements to stock the

1 S. P. D. October 23, 1624. Chamberlain to Carleton.
3 Dep. by Com., Exch. K. R, Hil. 22 Jac. I, no. 28.

3 S. P. D. November 28, 1624.

¢ See article on Ingram in Dict. Nat. Biog.

§$ S. P. D. February 22, 1625.

¢ B. M. Add. 34,318, fol. 40. T See above, page 86.

¢ Audit Office Declared Accounts 2487, 354. Delivered May, 1633. The account
extends from 1619 to 1628, but nothing was done at the works for some time after
Ingram’s removal. See B. M. Add. 34,318, fol. 40.
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wirk, which had hitherto been only a burden; and his assertion
i& confirmed by other evidence.!

It will have been observed that the entire history of the alum
monapaly during the period of the first lease granted by Charles I
was one of experiments. It was only near the end of this period
that the slum buniness was redeemed from the consequences of the
mismunagement under James I.  Pindar, however, had so far
puceeeded me to lead the king to an effort to derive an increased
revenue from the work. As carly as 1630, he planned that at the
explration of Pindar's lease a new farm should be let for £12,500
funtend of £11,000." ‘The king also took measures to appropriate the
lurger shure of the rents. The mutual relations of the crown and
the ¢hief annuitant had long been complicated. As early as 1624
# statement had been prepared in the Exchequer showing that the
money which Shefticld received from the alum works, together
with arream of various rents and taxes owing by him to the ki
exceadedd the whole amount due to him from the alum by £4925.2
There xeen to have been an attempt to challenge the terms on
which he claimed to hald his property under grant from Queen
Elizabeth.t ‘The dispute was settled before Pindar’s lease expired.
“In Hilary term, ¢ Caral. prim,, Kdmund Earl of Mulgrave and
others levy a fine to the king and his heirs and successors of the
castle and manor of Mulgrave, and of all the lands and tenements
in and belonging thereunto, formerly granted to the ancestors of
the said earl by Queen Elizabeth.” An indenture was then made
with Sir John Gibson for the reversion of the farm of the works
after the expiration of Pindar’s lease. The £12,500 provided for
in 1630 was reserved, £10,860 for the king, and £1640 for the Earl
of Mulgrave. The property was then restored to the earl with the
alum rents reserved.® Pindar tried to obtain a renewal of his lease,‘

! S. P. D. May 26, December 20, 1637,

? S, P. D. June 26, 1630; Patent, July 14, 1631.

8 S P. D. August 13, 1624

¢ Hist MSS. Com. Cal. Sais. Papers, iv, p. 105.

§ A Brief Narrative of the scveral remarbalie Cavs of Sy William Courten and
Sir Paml Pindar, 1679, p. 10 Prof. Firth, in the article in Dict. Nat. Biog. says of
Edmund Sheffield that the canses of his defection from the king in 1640 are obacure.
The above proceedings seem to throw some light upon the subject. This was the
dispate with Strafford to which Prof. Firth refers.

¢ S.P.D. C. 1, ccovii, §7.
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but, failing in this, purchased the lease which Gibson and his
principal, the Earl of Strafford, had procured. From 1640 to 1648
Pindar continued to conduct the undertaking, paying the rents
both to the king and to the Earl of Mulgrave, “notwithstanding
the interruption of making alum during the war.” ! During the
whole reign of Charles I, Pindar’s peculiar financial relations with
the king render it very difficult to form even an approximate esti-
mate of the success of the industry. His greatest source of income
arose from his office of farmer of the customs. But his loans to the
king were lavish to the point of recklessness,? so that he may have
advanced the alum rents at his own cost. The evidence for the
prosperity of the undertaking rests chiefly upon his own testimony
and upon that of his executors.® But at all events, he was reluctant
to resign his lease in 1648.

The Earl of Mulgrave’s petition for restoration to the mines came
before the House of Commons in 1647.4 The committee to which
the alum business was referred reported in favor of the earl, and
also submitted the petition of the dyers of London, who complained
of the “grievous and intolerable burden” of the alum monopoly.
On the recommendation of the committee, the House ordered
that the patent as well as the lease should be canceled,® and “that
the committee have a care that the alum business do not decay.”
In this vote the Lords concurred.® Pindar petitioned that he might
not be required to surrender his patent until he had been given
opportunity to justify his title.” On the 4th of May the House of
Lords ordered him to surrender his occupation to the earl,® to which
Pindar replied by asking them to suspend the order. In June the
relatives of the Earl of Mulgrave, who claimed an interest in the
work, petitioned that Pindar should be allowed to continue his
connection as formerly; and Pindar remewed his own petition
while the earl put in a counter-petition. Finally, it appears that

' Brief Narrative, pp. 10, 11 ; Egerton, 2541, fol. 266; Harl. 3796, fols. 75 ff.

See above, page 42.

3 « This Sir Paul never fails the king when he has most need.” S. P. D. April 1,
1639.

3 The authors of Hinc illae Lachkrymae, and Brief Narrative.

¢ C. J. May 13, 1647. $ C. J. March 16, 1648.

¢ L. J. March 31, 1648.

1 Hist. MSS. Com. Rept. vii, p. 18, Cal. House of Lords MSS. L. J. x, p. 163.

8 Brief Narrative, p. 11.
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exception of Sir Julius Ceesar none had any capacity for mastering
details. In public works of any sort, therefore, the government was
at the mercy of those who possessed a large amount of address and
a moderate amount of ability. Sir Arthur Ingram, who, more than
any other, was responsible for the conditions that prevailed at the
works, was allowed to follow this enterprise for the king’s glory,
because he was too much of a rascal to be tolerated even at court,
yet had to be provided for. He was permitted to retain his con-
nection long after his unscrupulous methods were well understood.
The ease with which about £100,000 was drawn from the king in
successive installments, only to melt away imperceptibly with but
little advantage to the works, would be incomprehensible if it were
not known how easily others secured large amounts from the same
source. The most that any one of the several commissions of
inquiry could discover as a result of all the outlay were a few
inadequate buildings, sadly decayed, and a body of desperate and
starving workmen. The meagre and irregular output could not
possibly have answered the needs of a cloth producing country,
and illicit importation must have been more general than current
complaints indicated. Prices were raised and the quality of the
product deteriorated. There can be no possible doubt as to the
commercial failure of the monopoly. Notwithstanding the exclu-
_ sive right of manufacture, and the prohibition of importation, the
industry did not return to the crown a pittance of the investment,
while no reasoning from the facts can demonstrate that, by the
monopoly and protection afforded, the industry was “established.”



CHAPTER VII
THE CLOTE-FTSISHISG FPROJECY

Tez Clothworkers’ Company of London was divided in its atti-
tude apon the subject of the fishing of dioth before exportation.®
Ow=ing to its pecukiar relation to other clothing interests, it was
remarkable in the variety of economic and industrial interests within
its membership. The weakhier portion, primarily interested in
trade, dominated the court of the company, but the industrial
members were strong enough to assert their interests, and with
royal aid they triumphed for a time over the commercial elements.
They failed not because they were politically weak, but because their
pmject was economically unsound.

In the first Parliament of James 1, a petition? was received from
the artisan clothworkers of London, protesting against the numer-
ous private patents for export of undressed cloth and praying that
the statutes of 33 Henry VIII, c. 19, and 8 Elizabeth, c. 6, should
be enforced. It was asked that the artisan clothworkers might be
officially recognized as an independent company and duly incor-
porated. Later the Earl of Salisbury received a petition from “the
poor of the company of the clothworkers” (meaning the artisans),
in which they referred to their late bill and the evidence given in
support of it. This claimed that none but the Merchant Adventurers
and private licensees derived any gain from the export of ‘ whites ”
and that the king, the realm, and the clothworkers lost both in
““treasure” and “honor.” The conclusion stated that by requiring
the finishing to be done in England the king would gain 18d. in
custom for the imported dyestuff, and the clothworkers 20s. upon
every cloth.?

The Merchant Adventurers replied ¢ that the kind of cloth
that was exported “white” was unable to bear the crude Eng-
lish dyeing processes, which were perfectly suitable for the cloths

¢ Unwin, pp. 124-126. ? S. P. D. March, 1604, vi, 109.
¢ 8, P. D. April 3, 1606, ¢ 8. P. D. April, 1606 (xx, 10).
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which the English clothworkers were then finishing for domestic
sale, as also for the new draperies. Dyeing of all cloths at home
would be expensive and worse than useless, for it would not suit the
continental taste. The merchants prophetically claimed that any
such project would only result in driving foreigners to compete
with the English in the earlier as well as the later processes of manu-
facture. They pointed out ! that in Spain the war had built up
native manufactures which were eager to claim the whole Span-
ish and colonial market; that France was anxious for an excuse
to restrict the import of English cloth in order to encourage her
own cloth trade; and that Germany and the Low Countries had
superior facilities and skill in dyeing and dressing, and were in a
favorable position to take over all branches of the industry. There-
fore, the first difficulty to surmount, if the project were to be tried,
was to find some suitable means of exporting and disposing of
the finished cloths, for the Merchant Adventurers urged that they
would not be able to find a market for them.? Alderman Cock-
ayne had offered to transport and sell as many cloths as the cloth-
workers could finish.? But it was several years before his proposi-
tion found acceptance. Cockayne continued his interest and stood
ready to afford to the artisan workers the capital which they needed.
With his backing they once more appealed to the crown early in
1613, and were supported by the Dyers’ Company.

The trading members of the Clothworkers’ Company disclaimed
all connection with the project, and they endeavored to call the
yeomanry to account.’ The situation abroad, however, favored
the merchants of the Clothworkers’, rather than of the Adven-
turers’, Company. The unprotected English cloth-dressing in-
dustry had already so far succeeded in the oriental markets as to
alarm the Flemings, and in 1612 English dressed cloth was ex-
cluded from the Low Countries.® This was a serious matter for
England and added weight to Cockayne’s proposals. Domestic
affairs also favored the project, for in 1614 James, in disgust,
dismissed the Addled Parliament, and at once undertook to look

1 S. P. D. April, 1604 (xx, uncalendared).

? C. R December 18, 1613; July 12, 1614

3 S. P. D. April, 1606, xx,

¢ See Unwin. p. 124, quoting the Clothworkers’ Court Book, March 8, 1613-
S Dwham, Rclation of the Crown to Trade under James I, R. H. Soc. 1899, p- 210-












CHAPTER IX
THE IRON INDUSTRY

WirrHOUT the aid of monopolies officially conferred, iron-works
had sprung up in Sussex, Surrey, and Kent in the southeast, and
in the Forest of Dean.! The plants in these parts and elsewhere
were estimated to number about eight hundred at the beginning
of the seventeenth century.? Most of these industries were under-
taken, as far as one can judge, by immigrants who brought with
them continental methods. They smelted the iron near the sources
of supply of iron ore and wood. Statutes and proclamations, as
well as other contemporary evidence,® testify to the anxiety which
was felt concerning the destruction of forests by the iron-furnaces.
The rising price of fuel in London led to an act in 1581 * forbidding
the erection of new iron-works within a radius of twenty-two miles
of London or within fourteen miles of the Thames. There were
other reasons for keen anxiety, for it was feared that the navy
would be imperiled by the consumption of timber for industrial
purposes. These fears may have been well founded; and there
is good reason to think that severe measures were actually needed
in order to preserve the forests, for the art of forestry was not
understood, and the too rapid felling of trees would have brought
grave inconveniences, if nothing worse. The problem was not how
to establish a new industry in the country, but how to reconstitute
one already established. The stimulus to experiment would have
been strong, even without the hope of patents, for the ironmasters
were feeling the need of a new and cheaper fuel.®

One patent ® was taken out in Elizabeth’s reign for the use of

} Hewins, English Trade and Finance in the Seventeenth Century, 1892, p. 12,

3 Sturtevant, Metallica, 1612, p. 3 in ed. 1858. See Appendix S.

3 Norden, Surveyor’s Dialogue, 1607, p. 212.

¢ 23 Eliz. c. 5, sec. 3. See also 1 Eliz. c. 15; 27 Eliz. c. 19; 39 Eliz c. 19,

§ Compare the similar and simultaneous difficulties in the glass industry, above,

pages 6; ff.
¢ Pat. 31 Eliz. pt. 8 (October 9, 1589), to Proctor and Peterson.
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privileges were useless to him, or prejudicial to the country at
large, cannot be determined, because these patents were not en-
joyed under normal conditions. After serious difficulties in estab-
lishing his new undertaking, it was suddenly paralyzed by the
Civil War.

The problem which the ironmasters had to solve, when they tried
to employ coal in smelting, was to discover a means of cheaply
reducing the coal to a satisfactory fusing agent. Two solutions
were possible, and apparently both methods were tried. Either
the coal must be refined, or an unusually hot blast must be applied.
Most of the experiments of the period seem to have been with
the former method. Dudley apparently used both in combination.
Nothing was accomplished in the direction of obtaining a blast
giving sufficient heat to make the unrefined coal useful, and it is
impossible to determine whether the refining of coal was success-
ful enough to make it really suitable for smelting purposes. The
production of some sort of coke was seen to be necessary, but
this task was as difficult as that of using the coke after it was
prepared. The successful production of coke at a later day seems
to have owed nothing to the experiments of this time. Whether or
not anything like the later process of coking was in use, it is im-
possible to decide, for the processes were kept secret. The appar-
ent failure to produce a satisfactory article may or may not have
been entirely due to the improper way in which the coke was em-
ployed. Certainly there was no lack of experiments. The number
of patents was out of all proportion to the results.

1 Out of a total of 103 patents for invention between the years 1620 and 1640

there were 23 for furnaces, ovens, smelting, and refining. See Specifications of
Patents for Inventions.
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at Shields were dependent entirely upon protective duties for their
successful competition with Scottish producers. Whenever the latter
were put on equal terms, the industry at Shields languished. Dur-
ing the Union of the two countries under the Protector, the industry
was completely ruined.! The salt industry was not carried on suc-
cessfully in England until after the discovery, in 1670, of rock salt
at Droitwich.?

! Lansd. 253, no. 17. Reproduced in Richardson’s Reprinss, vol. iii. It is there
incorrectly cited as Lansd. 258.

3 See Cunningham, ii, p. 310
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wealth was not free from corruption, those highest in authority
were honest and capable, as had not always been the case during
the two preceding reigns. But while the abusive and scandalous
monopolies were suppressed, some few others, for reasons of state
policy or finance, were allowed to stand. Moreover, although the
parliamentary leaders had sounder economic ideas than had the
crown ministers, they still retained an attachment for many of
the traditional restrictions upon industry.
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April, 1594. A privilege granted to Robert Alexander and Richard
Monpeson to bring in anise-seed and sumach into the realm.

May, 1594. A grant made to the master, &c., of the Trinity House
of Deptford of the lastage and ballastage of ships in the river of
Thames.

July 1st, 1594. A privilege granted to Sir John Pakington for starch,
yielding to her Majesty, yearly £15, with prohibition to make
none but of the bran of wheat.

September, 1594. A privilege to Michael Stanhope, groom of the
Privy Chamber, for the bringing in of Spanish wool upon D.
Ector’s grant determined.

September, 1594. A grant to Henry Bellingham for surveying of
all cordage, with proviso of revocation.

March, 1596. A joint patentship to Thomas Windebank and
Thomas Lake for writing letters patents.

November, 1596. A grant to William Carre, Esq., for brewing and
selling beer for the space of seven years within the cities of Lon-
don and Westminster, and the counties of Suffolk, Essex, Kent,
Middlesex, Surrey, and Sussex.



C

A NOTE OF MONOPOLIES, 1603

(Lodge: Ilustrations of British History, 1791, vol. iii, pp. 159 ff. Reproduced from
Talbot Papers, vol. K, fol. 79, endorsed by the Earl of Shrewsbury.)

33 Eliz.

34 Eliz.

35 Eliz.

36 Eliz.

39 Eliz.

40 Eliz.

36 Eliz.

34 Eliz.
42 Eliz.

41 Eliz.

Monopolies

A grant to Reynold Hopton only, and no other, to
make flasks, touch-boxes, powder-boxes, and bullet-
boxes, for 15 years.

A grant to Simon Farmer and John Craford only,
and no other, to transport list and shreds of woollen
cloth, and all manner of horns, for 21 years.

A grant to Bryan Annmesley, solely, and no other,
to buy and provide steel beyond sea and sell the same
within this realm for 21 years.

A grant to Robert Alexander only, and no other,
to buy and bring in anise-seeds, sumach, &c., for 21
years.

A grant to John Spillman only, and no other, to buy
linen rags, and to make paper.

A grant to Ede Schetts, and his assignees only, and
no other, to buy and transport ashes and old shoes
for seven years.

A grant to [ ] only, and no other, to pro-
vide and bring in all Spanish wools for making of
felt hats, for 20 years.

A grant that Sir Jerome Bowes, and no other, shall
make glasses for 12 years.

A grant made to Harding and others only, concern-
ing saltpeter.

A grant that Brigham and Wimmes shall only have
the pre-emption of tin.






38 Eliz.

39 Eliz.

40 Eliz.

41 Eliz.

41 Eliz.

36 Eliz.

41 Eliz.
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the benefit of the statute of 5 Eliz. for gashing of
hides, and barking of trees.
A license to Thomas Cornwallis only, and no other,
to make grants and licenses for keeping of gaming-
houses, and using of unlawful games, contrary to the
statute of 33 Henry VIII.
A license to William Carre, for nine years, to authorize
and license any person to brew beer to be transported
beyond sea.
A license to Richard Coningsby, to give license for
buying of tin throughout England.
A license to Richard Carnithen only, to bring in Irish
yarn for seven years.
Impositions

A grant to Bevis Bulmer to have an imposition of
sea-coal, paying £02eerrent for 21 years.
A grant made to John Parker, Esq., to have twelve-
pence for filing of every bill in Chancery in respect
whereof the subject is to be discharged of payment
of anything of search.
A license to trade the Levant seas with currants only,
paying £4000 per annum.
Particular licenses to transport certain numbers of

pelts of sheep-skins and lamb-skins.

Certain numbers of woollen cloths.

Certain numbers of dickers of calf-skins.

New Inventions

Only and no other, so as they were never used in England before
To inn and drain [ ] grounds.

To take water fowl.

To make devices of safe-keeping of corn.

To make a device for soldiers to carry necessary provisions.
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35 Reginae

A patent to Henry Noell to make stone pots, &c.
A license to Willilam Arber, to sow six hundred acres of ground
with woad.
A patent to Mr. Hale, to provide steel beyond the seas.
A patent to [ } to have one shilling upon every hogshead
of pilchards.
A patent to [ ], to have the benefit of forfeiture by gig-mills.
A patent to Elizabeth Mathews for train oil of blubber.
A patent to Richard Drake, for aqua composita, aqua vitae,
vinegar, and alegar.
A patent to Robert Alexander, for anise-seeds.

patent to Edgard Darcy, for steel.

/ A patent to Michael Stanhope, for Spanish wools.

|
|

A patent to Valentine Harris, to sow six hundred acres of ground

with woad.

A patent to | ) to take benefit of the statute for gashing of

hides, &c.

A patent to Mr. Cornwallis, for unlawful games.

A patent to Henry Singer, touching printing of school-books.
\\_license to Arthur Bassaney, to transport six thousand calf-skins.

A patent to Edward Darcy, to provide, bring, make, and utter

cards.

A patent to Thomas Morley, to print songs in parts.

A patent to Sir John Pakington, for starch and ashes.

A patent to [ )} to make mathematical instruments.

A patent to [ ], to make saltpeter.

A patent to Thomas Wight and Bonham Norton, to print the law-

books.

A patent to [ ), for livers of fishes.

A patent to [ ], for polldavis, for fishing.



E

JWN QR PATENTS GRANTED BETWEEN THE PARLIAMENTS OF

1597 AND 1601

(Townshend, p. 239.)
Currants Steel
Iron Aqua vitae
Powder Brushes
Cands Pots
Horns Salt
Qx shin-bones Saltpeter
Thain oil Lead
Lists of cloth Accedence
Ashes Oil
Bottles Transportation of leather
Glasses Calamine-stone
Bags Oil of blubber
Shreds of gloves Fumothoes, or dried pilchards
Anise-seed in the smoke
Vinegar And divers others

Sea-coals
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ANOTHER LIST, 1601

(Townshend, pp. 243-244.)

. To Sir Henry Neville, the patent for ordnance.
. To Simon Farmer, the patent for lists, shreds, and horns to be

transported.

. To Henry Noell, the patent for stone pots and bottles.®
. To Bryan Annesley, the patent for steel.
. To Elizabeth Matthews, the patent of oil of blubber.

To Richard Drake, the patent for aqua composita and aqua
vitae.

. To Michael Stanhope, the patent for Spanish wools.

. To Thomas Cornwallis, a license to keep unlawful games.

. To Mr. Carre, a patent for brewing of beer to be transported.
10.

. To Edward D. or cards.
. To Mr. John Pakington, a patent for starch.

13

To John Spillman, a patent to make paper.

To Sir Walter Raleigh, a patent for wines.

*The patent for bottles was lately made void by judgment in
the Exchequer.
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To Thomas Morley to print songs in three parts.
To Sir John Pakington for starch and ashes.
To Thomas Wight & Bonham Norton to print law-books.

And divers others of no great moment touching the transporta-
tion of iron and tin, the sowing of hemp and flax, the gashing
of hides, the forfeiture of gig-mills, the making of mathe-
matical instruments, the making of saltpeter, the printing
of the Psalms of David, and touching fishers, pouldavies,
and certain forfeitures.
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stranger in this place; but a stranger in this vestment. The use
hath been ever, by petition to humble ourselves to her Majesty,
and by petition to desire to have our grievances redressed; espe-
cially, when the remedy toucheth her so nigh in prerogative. All
cannot be done at once; neither was it possible, since the last Par-
liament, to repeal all. If her Majesty makes a patent, or a mono-
poly, to any of her servants; that we must go and cry out against:
But if she grants it to a number of burgesses, or corporation, that
must stand; and that, forsooth, is no monopoly.

1 say, and I say again, that we ought not to deal, or meddle with,
or judge of her Majesty’s prerogative. I wish every man, therefore,
to be careful in this point. And humbly pray this House to testify
with me, that I have discharged my duty, in respect of my place,
in speaking on her Majesty’s behalf; and do protest, I have de-
livered my conscience, in saying what I have said.
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corporate, whereby any offense may grow from the noisome savor
of the same.

Given at our palace at Westminster the 28th day of November,
in the fortieth and four year of her Majesty’s most prosperous

reign.
God save the Queen.

Imprinted at London by Robert Barker, printer to the queen’s
most excellent Majesty.















M
DELEGATION OF THE EXECUTION OF PENAL STATUTES

The Letter sent by ali the Judges to the Lords

(S. P. D. November 8, 1604.)
May it please your Lordships,

We have (as we were required by your honorable letters of the
21st of October last) conferred and considered amongst ourselves
(calling to us his Majesty’s counsel learned) of such matters as were
thereby referred unto us, and have resolved for law and conven-
ience as followeth:

That the prosecution and execution of any penal statute cannot
be granted to any, for that the act, being made by the policy and
wisdom of the Parliament, for the general good of the whole realm,
and of trust committed to the king, as to the head of justice and of
the weale publique the same cannot by law be transferred over to any
subject, neither can any general statute be prosecuted or executed
by his Majesty’s grant, in other manner or order of proceeding, than
by the act itself is provided and prescribed. Neither do we find any
such grant to any in former ages. And of late years upon doubt con-
ceived that penal laws might be sought to be granted over, some
Parliaments have forborne to give forfeitures to the crown, and have
disposed thereof to the relief of the poor, and other charitable uses,
which cannot be granted or employed otherwise.

We are also of the opinion that it is inconvenient that the for-
feitures upon penal laws or others of like nature should be granted
to any before the same be received or vested in his Majesty by
due and lawful proceedings, — for that in our experience it maketh
the more violent and undue proceedings against the subject, to the
scandal of justice, and the offence of many. But if by the industry
or diligence of any, there accrueth any benefit to his Majesty, after
the receipt, such have been rewarded out of the same, at the king’s
pleasure.
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dress: Wherein his Majesty doth declare that as it is not his in-
tent that matters of ordinary nature or consequence should be
drawn thither, but left to the proper courts of justice, which have
cognizance thereof: So his Majesty doth not restrain their com-
plaints to any particular sort of grievances, but is well pleased that
his subjects may freely resort thither for any notable oppression,
exaction, bribery, or other grievance, where the quality of the of-
fence, or eminence of the person, or office of the offender may re-
quire an extraordinary proceeding. Nevertheless his Majesty doth
admonish that under color thereof, no man presume to present
there any causeless clamors which if they shall do, they must ex-
pect to be punished with the same severity which their complaints
aimed and endeavored unjustly to draw on others.



Q

ORDER IN COUNCIL

Directing the preparation of a proclamation revoking certain patents
and commissions

(C. R. March 31, 1639.)

According to his Majesty’s especial direction, their Lordships,
having this day considered of divers grants, licenses, and commis-
sions which have been procured upon untrue suggestions, or which
upon experience do prove very burdensome and grievous to the
king’s subjects; and of other intended grants which have not as yet
passed the great seal, have thought fit and ordered that his Majesty’s
attorney-general shall draw a proclamation for their Lordships to
sign for revocation of the commissions, licenses, letters patents, and
intended grants following, or for the prohibition of the execution
of them as the case shall require, upon which declaration his
Majesty’s attorney-general is to proceed legally to revoke them.

That is to say

1. A grant for weighing hay and straw in London and Westminster

and three miles compass

2. A patent of registration of the commission for bankrupts in

divers counties
. The patent for gauging of red herrings
. The commission for cottages and inmates
. The commission for scrivenors and brokers
. The commission for compounding with offenders for trans-

portation of butter
. The commission for compounding with offenders touching to-
bacco
8. The commission for compounding with offenders touching log-
wood to be brought in
9. The grant for marking of iron
10. The commission to compound for selling of under-sheriffs’
places

S b Ww
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All grants of fines, penalties, and forfeitures before judgment
granted, or mentioned to be granted, by letters patents, privy
seals, signet, sign manual, or otherwise

All patents for new inventions not put in practice within 3 years
next after the date of the said grants

And the several grants of incorporation made unto

Hatband-makers

Gutstring-makers

Spectacle-makers

Comb-makers

Tobacco-pipe-makers

Butchers and Horners.

And his Majesty doth further require and command that there
shall be a proceeding against the said patentees by quo warranto or
scire facias to recall the said grants and patents, unless they will
voluntarily surrender and yield up the same: and also all proclama-
tions, warrants, or letters of assistance obtained from his Majesty or
the lords and others of his Privy Council for execution thereof, from
henceforth utterly to cease and be determined, and are hereby
absolutely revoked and recalled.

And his Majesty doth further expressly charge and command, all
and singular the patentees, grantees, or others any ways interested or
claiming under the aforenamed grants, licenses, or commissions, or
any of them and their deputies, that they or any of them do not at
any time hereafter presume to put in use or execution any of the said
grants, commissions, or licenses, or any thing therein contained, or
any proclamations, warrants, or letters of assistance obtained in that
behalf, upon pain of his Majesty’s indignation, and to be proceeded
against as contemners of his Majesty’s royal commands, whereof he
will require a strict account.

Given at our Manor of York the gth of April in the 15th year of our
reign, 1639.
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England, Ireland, Scotland, and Wales, will questionless clear yearh
by means of fuel, above ten thousand pounds more, over and beside
the ordinary gains in the said business. So that yearly iron reve
nues, added unto these other metallic revennes, do amount unto 33
thousand pounds, as was said before.

Now out of these metallic gains of 330 thousand pounds yearly, th
owners of the mills, hearths, and furnaces may have and receive libera
rates, and allowed and allotted unto them over and besides then
ordinary gains, only in lieu of conforming their furnaces, refineries,
and chafferies to this invention of pit-coal and earth-coal And also
the king’s most excellent Majesty, the prince his Highness, the Duke
of York, the Lord Viscount Rochester, and other parties interested in
the patent may, by their composition and agreement with the owners
and ironmasters, vearly receive, by way of rents and licenses, the
residue of that gain which remaineth over and above that which was
allotted and allowed to the ironmasters, for applying of this inven-
tion to their ordinary way of making of iron, as more fully shall be
specified, shown, and proved in the appendix of this treatise, which
I am now preparing for the printer and the press with all convenient
speed.

This may suffice, therefore, to give the reader satisfaction concern-
ing the two first points, for the knowledge and worth of the businesses
and concerning the manner how certain yearly annuities may be
raised to the dealers and assistants.

Now to persuade the third point, that the author is able to effect
the work undertaken in as ample manner as he propoundeth, we
plead and allege as followeth.

First, the inventioner, by his study, industry, and practice, hath
already brought to pass and published divers projects, and new
devices, and new projects, as well literal as mechanical, very bene-
ficial to the commonwealth. His literary inventions do appear and
are known partly by his printed treatise of Dibere Adam, which is
a scholastical engine automaton, and partly in divers other manu-
scripts which he hath to show. His new mechanics already per-
formed are to be seen in the inventions which he called by the names
of press-wares, wood pleits, balance, engine, baramyha, and Hubla,
of all which in private speech he is ready more largely to confer, and
to manifest their truth and goodness at his workhouses at Islington
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Now this threefold mistery and secret, the author can certainly
perform and achieve by the powerful efficacy and means of his dex-
terous prerogative instruments devised for this purpose, as more at
large is shown both in his treatise and the appendix, which very
shortly shall come forth, and also shall be further confirmed and
justified by his daily experiments and trials, which he will be ready
to show to them whom they shall in any way touch or concern, or to
them who are otherwise desirous to assist and deal, for the experi-
menting and accomplishing of these so worthy good businesses. And
then also shall they know my purpose for contracting and bargaining
by word of mouth, as it is best fitting for private dealings and nego-
tiatings.

And thus (having briefly touched these four promised points) I
conclude and shut up this preface of Metallica, humbly and un-
feignedly beseeching the Lord, who by His Holy Spirit inspired
Exod. 31; 5, Bezaleel, Aoliah, and Hiram with the light of mechanical
3 e inventions, and in all manner of workmanship for His
odifear m effectual blessings in these our enterprises, that (that)
il which was begun in His fear, may be prosecuted and
fully accomplished and built by His heavenly and helpful hands, to
the glory of His name, and for the good welfare and emolument of the
king’s most excellent Majesty, the church, and the political estate

wherein we live. — Amen.
SIMON STURTEVANT.

Metallica
CAPUT I
THE TRANSCRIPT OF HIS MAJESTY'S INDENTURE

Reader. As I understand you have promised and covenanted in
your patent more fully and evidently to express and enlarge in a
printed treatise to be called Metallica, every point and part of your
privileged business, to the intent that the reader might the better
conceive and judge of the inventions propounded, and might the
sooner also be induced to assist and set forward so good and worthy
works, first therefore I demand of you by what name and appli-
cation you entitle that general head, under the which you reduce
and comprehend all the several arts and inventions of your patent.
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given unto Christopher Perkins, Knight, of your Majesty’s good

pleasure in that behalf.
Exam. HENRY HUBBERS.

It is his Majesty’s pleasure that these do pass by immediate warrant.
ROBERT SALISBURY.
Received 29 of February, 1611.

An Indenture between the king’s Majesty and S. Sturtevant.
CoPpIN.

[The remainder, called The Manuscript Treatise of M etallica,
is a professed explanation of the author’s several inventions.]
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of our Exchequer for the time being, at feast of St. Michael the
Archangel only, or within thirty days next after; and upon such
account, so made and declared as aforesaid, the said tenth part to
be delivered to our use in such manner as shall be appointed by
the lord treasurer or chancellor of the Exchequer of us, our heirs,
or successors for the time being. And our will and pleasure is, and
we do hereby declare our intent and meaning to be that the said Sir
George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud Dudley,
their executors, administrators, and assigns, shall make, give, and
allow reasonable recompense, satisfaction, and amends to all and
every the lords, owners, and occupiers of the lands, ground, and
soil for the damage and loss to be sustained in and upon the same
grounds, land, and soil, where any such shall happen by reason or
means of the said mines or mineral works: And in case the said
Sir George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud Dudley,
their executors, administrators, and assigns, and the lords, owners,
and occupiers of the said lands, grounds, and soil, cannot agree
among themselves for the said damages and loss respectively afore-
said, then our will and pleasure is, and we do hereby declare and
appoint, that four indifferent men of the same shire or shires in
which such loss and damages shall be suffered, or of the shire or
county next adjoining, at the pleasure of the said Sir George Horsey,
David Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud Dudley, their executors,
administrators, and assigns, to be elected between them,whereof the
said Sir George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud
Dudley, their executors, administrators, or assigns, shall nominate
two, and the said lord, owner, or occupier of the said soil shall nom-
inate other two, shall assess and rate the recompense of or for the
same as they in their consciences shall adjudge to be reasonable
and sufficient in that behalf; and in case it shall so happen that the
said four men so indifferently elected, as aforesaid, cannot agree
in the rating and assessing of the recompense aforesaid, then the
matter shall be brought before us, our heirs, or successors, and by
us or our Privy Council to be heard, and finally determined between
them. And for the better furtherance of the same several works
respectively, we do by these presents, for us, our heirs, and suc-
cessors, give and grant unto the said Sir George Horsey, David
Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud Dudley, their executors, ad-
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silver into our mint, as aforesaid, our will and pleasure is, and we
do by these presents, for us, our heirs, and successors, give and
grant unto the said Sir George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger
Foulke, and Dud Dudley, their executors, administrators, and
assigns, and every of them, full and free liberty, power, and authority,
at all times and from time to time during the said term hereby
granted after the first two years shall be so expired as aforesaid, to
set and stamp, or cause to be set and stamped, our arms upon all the
gold and silver to be conveyed to our mint as aforesaid, thereby to
distinguish it from other gold and silver, and to make known that
the same is especially appointed for us and for our service. And to
the intent as well the said tenth part of the said gold and silver
refined and reduced into their several species aforesaid as the said
tenth part may from time to time hereafter be to us, our heirs, and
successors, duly answered, paid, and delivered according to the
true meaning of these presents as aforesaid, our will and pleasure is,
and the said Sir George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger Foulke,
and Dud Dudley, for themselves, their executors, administrators,
and assigns, and for every of them, do covenant, promise, and agree,
to and with us, our heirs, and successors, that they, and every of
them, in the said works shall and will, once in every year, according
to the tenor and true meaning of these presents, that is to say, atthe
feast of St. Michael the Archangel yearly, or within thirty days
next after the same feast, render and yield up a true and just ac-
count, upon oath, before one or more of the barons of the Exchequer
of us, our heirs, and successors, for the time being, according to the
course of the said court, of all such gold and silver as shall be then
had or gotten out of the said mines as aforesaid, and thereupon
shall and will deliver one full tenth part thereof, refined and reduced
into their several species as aforesaid to our use, in such manner as
by our treasurer of England, or the chancellor and under-treasurer
of our Exchequer for the time being shall be appointed in that be-
half; provided always, that if the said yearly rent or sum of one hun-
dred marks to us, our heirs, and successors, before, in, and by these
presents reserved as aforesaid, shall happen to be behind and
unpaid by the space of forty days next after either of the said feasts,
in which the same ought to be paid as aforesaid; or, if the said Sir
George Horsey, David Ramsey, Roger Foulke, and Dud Dudley,
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clamations heretofore by us, or our late royal father published,
touching or concerning the premises, or any part thereof; and not-
withstanding any grant or grants heretofore made by our said late
father or the late Queen Elizabeth, or by us, or any matter or thing
whatsoever contained in the said grant or grants, or any of them;
and notwithstanding any statute or statutes, act, ordinance, pro-
vision, or restriction, or any other defect in not rightly naming the
names, kinds, quantities, or qualities of the said premises, or any
part thereof, or any other incertainty, defect, imperfection, or any
other matter or thing whatosever to the contrary hereof in any
wise notwithstanding. Although express mention, &c. In witness,
&c. Witness ourself at Westminster, the second day of May.
Per breve de privato sigillo, &c.
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grants, and authorities and other the premises, unto the said Roger
Jones and Andrew Palmer, their executors, administrators, and
assigns, immediately from and after the date of these presents, for
and during the term of twenty and one years from thence next ensu-
ing, and fully to be complete and ended. And forasmuch as the
public having an interest herein, which by the enhancing of the prices
of the commodities aforesaid may be prejudiced and damnified, our
will and pleasure is, and we do hereby straightly charge and com-
mand that they the said Roger Jones and Andrew Palmer, their
executors, administrators, and agsigns, or any other person or per-
sons by them to be authorized for the making of the said hard soap
or soft soap, shall not, at any time during the said term of one and
twenty years, sell, or cause to be sold, the said hard soap or soft soap,
by them or any of them to be made as aforesaid, at any higher or
dearer rates and prices than hard soap and soft soap of the best sorts
and kinds were most usually sold for, within the space of seven years
now last past before the date of these presents. And further, we do
hereby charge and command all and singular justices of peace,
mayors, sheriffs, constables, headboroughs, comptrollers, customers,
searchers, waiters, and all other officers and ministers to whom it
shall or may appertain, to be aiding and assisting in all lawful and
convenient manner unto the said Roger Jones and Andrew Palmer,
their executors, administrators, deputies, and assigns, in the due
execution of these our letters patents, as they tender our pleasure and
will avoid our indignation and displeasure in the contrary. And
we do further hereby command that the said Roger Jones and
Andrew Palmer, their executors, administrators, and assigns, do
carefully and diligently endeavor themselves that the intent and true
meaning of these our letters patents be justly observed, and if in the
execution thereof they or any of them shall find any resistance, that
they or some of them do certify the same into the Court of Exchequer
of us, our heirs, and successors, to the end the offenders therein may
receive condign punishment for the same their offences, unto which
Court of Exchequer we do hereby, for us, our heirs, and successors,
give power and authority, upon such certificate made as aforesaid,
and due proof thereof made, to inflict such punishment and im-
prisonment, or either of them, upon the offenders, as their offences
shall deserve, or to the said court shall be thought meet. And lastly,
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we do hereby, for us, our heirs, and successors, grant that these our
letters patents, or the enrollment thereof, shall be in all things firm,
good, available, and effectual in the law, according to the true mean-
ing of the same, as well in our courts as elsewhere within our said
realms and dominions, without any confirmation or further license or
toleration to be in any wise procured or obtained, although express
mention, &c.

In witness whereof, &c. Witness ourself at Westminster, the
three and twentieth day of February.

Per breve de privato sigillo, &c.
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were grown hurtful and prejudicial to the commonweal, and the
prejudice of them was likely daily to increase unless some provis-
ion thereof were made, whereupon the said letters patents were
become void in law, and to be overthrown by ordinary course of
law in such cases used. We did by the same letters patents, bear-
ing date the said nineteenth day of January, express and declare
that we did not purpose to take upon us the defence or protection
of any the said letters patents, or of anything in any of them
mentioned to be granted; and that such course should, from time
to time, be had and used against all persons that should take upon
them to use or exercise any power, privilege, or liberty, by pretext
or color of any the said letters patents, as our laws in such case
should permit and require, with this, that for the preservation of
wood and timber we did purpose to take such course for the general
restraint of our people from the making of glass with wood or timber
as should be agreeable to the good of our people and the state of the
commonwealth. And it is also mentioned in and by our said let-
ters patents, bearing date the said nineteenth day of January, in
the said twelfth year of our reign of England, that we (for the con-
siderations therein expressed) did give and grant unto our right
trusty and right well beloved cousin, Philip Earl of Montgomery,
and to our right trusty and right well beloved cousin, Thomas Vis-
count Andever, by the name of our trusty and well beloved sub-
ject and servant Sir Thomas Hayward, Knight, and to our trusty
and well beloved subjects and servants Sir Robert Mansell, Knight,
Sir Edward Zouch, Knight, Sir Thomas Tracy, Knight, Thomas
Hayes, Esquire, Bevis Thelwall, Thomas Percival, and Robert
Kellaway, their deputies, and assigns, full and free license, power,
privilege, and authority, that they and every of them, their and
every of their executors, administrators, assigns, deputies, servants,
workmen, factors, and agents, should and might, from time to time,
and at all times thereafter during the term and space of one and
twenty years next and immediately ensuing the date of the said
letters patents, at their and every of their wills and pleasures, use,
exercise, practice, set up, and put in use the art, mistery, and feat
of melting and making of all manner of drinking-glasses, broad
glasses, window-glasses, looking-glasses, and all other kind of glass,
glasses, bugles, bottles, vials, or vessels whatsoever made of glass,
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the glasses made by virtue of the said patent of privilege for such
moderate prices as was fitting for our subjects, and in respect thereof,
and because all importation of glass made, as well in any other of
our own dominions as in the dominions of any foreign princes or
states, was by the said letters patents of privilege prohibited and
restrained, the said letters patents of privilege, bearing date the said
nineteenth day of January, did grow hurtful and prejudicial to the
commonweal, and accordingly the same were complained of in the
last convention of Parliament as a grievance so as the said letters
patents bearing date the said nineteenth day of January, in respect
of the prejudice thereby accruing to the commonwealth are become
void in law, and to be overthrown by the ordinary course of law
in such cases used.

Know ye, that we, taking the premises into our gracious and prince-
ly consideration, do hereby declare that insomuch as the said letters
patents bearing date the said nineteenth day of January, and other
the letters patents before mentioned and recited, did become pre-
judicial to the public, and the execution of them grievous to our
loving subjects, that we will not hereafter take upon us the defence
or protection of any the said letters patents, or of anything in any
of them mentioned to be granted. And that such course shall and
may from time to time be had and used against all persons that shall
hereafter take upon them to use or exercise any power, privilege,
or liberty, by pretext or color of any the said letters patents, as our
laws in such case shall permit or require; and yet nevertheless,
upon deliberate advice with the lordsand others of our Privy Council,
and at the humble petition of the said Sir Robert Mansell, setting
forth that the making of glass of all kinds within this kingdom with
sea-coal and pit-coal was brought to a full and exact perfection for
the use and good of our kingdom with the expense of his whole for-
tune, and upon due consideration of the many and faithful services
of the said Sir Robert Mansell, and finding by the petitions and
certificates of the glass-sellers, looking-glass-makers, glaziers, and
spectacle-makers in and near our city of London, made and cer-
tified, some of them to the Commons in the last convention of Par-
liament, and the rest unto the lords commissioners by us appointed
to take consideration of the business of glass-works, that the glass
made by the said Sir Robert Mansell was perfectly good, clear,
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or any furnace or furnaces for making thereof within our said king-
dom and dominions upon pain of our heavy displeasure and due
punishment for the contempt of our royal command in that be-
half. And we do by these presents give and grant unto the said Sir
Robert Mansell, his executors, administrators, and assigns, de-
puties, factors, and agents, and every of them, full power, liberty,
and authority, from time to time, and at all times during the said
term, by all lawful ways and means, to search, try, and find out
all offences and acts committed and done contrary to the true in-
tent and meaning of these our letters patents, and likewise for us,
our heirs, and successors, we do hereby of our especial grace, cer-
tain knowledge, and mere motion, give and grant unto the said Sir
Robert Mansell, his executors, administrators, deputies, assigns,
factors, agents, and servants, free power, liberty, license, and author-
ity to utter and sell in gross or by retail such kind of glass or glasses,
before mentioned, as shall be made by virtue of these our letters
patents. And if he or they shall have more than will serve us and
the subjects of us, our heirs, and successors, that then he, and they,
and such others as shall buy the glasses made as aforesaid of him
or them or any of them, to transport and carry over into foreign
parts, so many and so much thereof as they shall think fit, paying
unto us, our heirs, and successors, the customs due to be paid for
the same, and leaving sufficient quantity for us, our heirs, and suc-
cessors, and our or their subjects at reasonable prices. And we do
further, for us, our heirs, and successors, will and grant by these
presents that our treasurer, chancellor, and barons of the Exche-
quer for the time being, or any of them, by force of this our grant,
or the enrollment thereof in our Court of Exchequer from time to
time and at all times hereafter during the said term upon the re-
quest of the said Sir Robert Mansell, his executors, administra-
tors, assigns, or agents, shall grant, make, and direct under the
seal of our said Court of Exchequer such and so many writ and writs,
close or patent, unto such mayors, bailiffs, sheriffs, customers, comp-
trollers, searchers, and other officers of us, our heirs, and successors,
in such shires, counties, cities, towns, boroughs, and other places what-
soever within our said realm of England and Wales and the dominions
thereof, as the said Sir Robert Mansell, his executors, or assigns,
shall at any time and from time to time require, thereby charging
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full end and termination of fifteen years next ensuing the date of
the said recited letters patents, fully to be complete and ended,
freely and absolutely, without any rent, account, sum or sums of
money, reckoning, allowance, or any other thing or things what-
soever to his Majesty’s said late father, his heirs, or successors, to
be therefore paid, made, given, answered, or done in any manner
of wise, as by the said before recited letters patents, amongst divers
other grants, powers, privileges, and other things therein contained,
more at large appeareth. Now this indenture witnesseth that the
king’s Majesty that now is, taking also into his consideration the
daily waste of timber or wood, notwithstanding the great providence
of his said late father for the prevention thereof, and well weighing
the dangerous consequence that may in general befall this kingdom,
and in particular to every member thereof, if all due means for the
prevention of the waste and decays of wood and timber, and for the
preservation and increase thereof be not carefully supported, held,
and maintained; and withal, his Majesty, duly considering the
benefit and comfort that ariseth to his people by the cherishing of
manufactures of all sorts amongst them, whereby great numbers
of them are set on work and maintained, and much treasure thereby
saved, kept within this kingdom which was unthriftily otherwise
spent in the maintenance of manufactures abroad, whereby strangers
in foreign parts have received employment, and his own people and
subjects at home wanted means to set them on work, and for that
the perfect and absolute art, mistery, and manufacture of making
of glass and glasses of all sorts with pit-coal and sea-coal, and of
late of looking-glass and spectacle-glass plates is established and
settled within this his Majesty’s kingdom by the great care, ex-
ceeding charge, and expenses of the said Sir Robert Mansell, where-
by woods and timber heretofore greatly consumed in glass-works
will be wholly preserved from being spent or wasted thereby, and
many of his Majesty’s subjects employed and set on work, especially
in the making of spectacles and in the grinding, polishing, foiling,
and casing of looking-glasses, which without the bringing in of the
manufacture of the making of those plates could not have been
established and settled in these his Majesty’s dominions. And
withal duly considering that by the establishment of that manu-
facture sufficient quantities of good glass of all kinds and sorts







































APPENDICES 241

tors, administrators, or assigns, shall forfeit and pay to his Majesty,
his heirs, and successors (nomine poenae), the sum of fifty pounds
of lawful money of England, and so for every six months after, in
which the same shall not be enrolled as aforesaid, to forfeit and pay
to his Majesty, his heirs, and successors, the like sum of fifty pounds
(nomine poenae) until the said letters patents shall be enrolled ac-
cording to the intent and meaning of these presents. In witness
whereof to the one part of these presents, remaining with the said
Sir Robert Mansell, his said Majesty hath caused the great seal
of England to be put, and to the other part thereof, remaining with
his Majesty, the said Sir Robert Mansell hath put to his hand and
seal the day and year above written, anno Domini, 1634.

Et memorandum quod secundo die Marcii anno regni regis
Caroli decimo praefatus Robertus Mansellus, miles, venit coram
dicto domino rege in Cancellaria sua, et recognovit indenturam
praedictam ac omnia et singula in eadem contenta et specificata in
forma suprascripta, &c.
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